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Abstract 

In past issues of The Educational Forum, David Elkind (2004; 
2005) and Jamin Carson (2005) have engaged in a dialogue about construc- 
tivism and objectivism as viable philosophies of education. In this issue, yet 
another author joins in the discussion by questioning the role of science and 
religion in objectivism. 

In his forcefully reasoned and arficulafe response fo Elkind (2004), Carson 
(2005, 238), who mainfains a sfrong objecfivisf sfance, concluded fhaf "fhere is no 
middle ground" befween whaf he sees as fhe free-for-all of consfrucfivism and fhe 
grounded realify of objecfivism. I wanf fo make if clear af fhe oufsef fhaf I too find 
considerable flaws in consfrucfivisf pedagogy. If seems fo me, however, fhaf Carson 
did nof consider several significanf factors fhaf have imporfanf implicafions in his 
argumenf — namely, fhe roles of quanfum science and religions in fhe exisfence of 
an objecfive realify, and in defining whaf fhaf realify is. 

From a science perspecfive, Carson's presenfafion did nof appear fo consider 
quanfum physics. Abouf fhis oversighf, Greensfein and Zajonc (1997, 103) wrofe, 
"Implicif in fhis posifion is an unsfafed assumpfion: fhe assumpfion fhaf fhere is 
such a fhing as an objecfive realify whose sfafe we are frying fo discover. On fhe 
surface, fhis assumpfion seems so obviously frue fhaf if seems silly fo quesfion if. 
However ... if has been called info quesfion by cerfain experimenfs." If Carson's 
level of realify is fhaf which is only observable fhrough our senses, he should 
make fhis explicif. Ofherwise, he risks fhe appearance of "cherry-picking" science. 
If also musf be nofed fhaf if "mosf people would disagree wifh such a sfafemenf 
or af leasf have difficulfy accepfing if" (Carson 2005, 236), fhis does nof make a 
sfafemenf eifher unscienfific or unfrue — jusf as accepfance or agreemenf by mosf 
people does nof make a sfafemenf scienfific or frue. 
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One also must explore the role of religion in affirming and defining an objecfive realify, 
especially because many proponenfs of objecfive realify and frufh argue from religious 
perspectives. Whaf, fhen, is fhe relafionship befween fhe objecfive frufh and realify as- 
serfed by religion and fhaf which is based on fhe scientific enferprise? How compafible are 
fhose realifies and mefhodologies? 

Thaf quesfion has creafed consider- 
able confroversy in fhe pedagogical 
realm, as well as in fhe fields of 
religion and science. Moreover, 
which religion's frufh or realify will 
prevail? For example, fhe nafure of 
realify is perceived and understood 
very differenfly by a Zen Buddhisf, 
a Roman Cafholic, and a fradifional 
Nafive American. Are fhere objec- 
five criferia by which one of fhese 
religions should frump fhe ofhers? 

Should religious knowledge be con- 
sidered "prior knowledge or cognifive sfrucfures" and, fherefore, nof a "subjective lens" 
(Carson 2005, 238)? Or, is religion indeed subjecfive and fhus a lens in Carson's ferms? Is 
if fheory-laden? These confroversies cannof be puf to resf by a dismissive mention of an 
obvious sfraw man such as "sacrificing virgins fo appease fhe gods" (Carson 2005, 236). 
Finally, is fhis nof an area in which "fhe educator's mefaphysical and epistemological 
assumpfions" (Carson 2005, 235) play a major and perhaps decisive role? 

I look forward fo clarifications from Carson, as well as reflecfions from ofher 
respondenfs. 
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Carson did not consider the roles 
of cjuantum science and religions 
in the existence of an objective 
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